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Cricket Communicatious,lDe. ("Crickd'"), a leadiDg provider ofUD1imited win:lesa voice

and broadband scrvicc:8 and a wholly ownod lIIIbaidiary ofLeap Wireless ImemationaI, IDe.,

hereby submitl these comments in response Io the abovCH:8plioned Notice ofInquiry. I Cricket

appreciates how formidable the cbal1enge will be Io "ensun: that all people ofthc United States

have accc:sa Io bmadhand capacity."z But every jO\ll'M)' must begin somewhere, and Cricket is

hopeful that thc natioual broadband plan thc Commission adopts willcbart a sensible COIll'llCl.

The Commission will undoubtedly receive scores ofcomments in Ibis proceeding, and

sifting tbrough all ofthe varied (and conflicting) viewB will be a d811ntinglBsk. Thus, Cricket

fOClllleS its commenIB on two points that the company believes are critical Io achieve thc stated

goal ofhaving a real nationwide brmufband network that is _ble Io everyone.

Fint, in defining what "broadband" means, thc Commission should mainlain its existing

standaJds for tmnsmiasion speed. For most CODS1IIDIlIlI and busiresses, the performance of

existing wirele88 broadband services is 8UfIicient Io meet their needs. The real barrier Io

broadband service is t1tXi!.I', not speed. A definition ofbroadband that required tnu"pni!lllion

speeds in eJll:elIII ofIoday's widely available wirele88 broadband technologies would disIort

1 A NIJtfDNJl1Iro<Jd1JandPlmtforOur FIIIIIre, CJN DocblNo.1JIJ.51, NoticeoflDquUy. FCCIJIJ.31 (rei. Apr. 08,
2(09) C'Broadbtmd lnqvlry").

, AmaiCID RIloo-:r omdRein_Ad of2009, Pub. L. No. 111·5, 123 Slat. 1IS (2009) C'Reco..-y Ad"),
f 6OO1(kX2).
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competition and move the goaJpostB ofUDivc:rsal coverage beyond reach, without bringiDg

meaningful benefits to the public. SecoNl. in decidina bow to promote broadband access for

r:very American, Cricket believes the two most important factors are affordDbility and dig/till

literacy. Society will not benefit from widespread deployment ofbroadlxmd iflarge segments of

the public caDDOt afford, or do not know bow to USCt the sc:rvicea that me awilable in their area.

The oatiODBl broadband plan should advance policies and programs tbat offerboth fiDaDcial and

instructional suppon, particularly fOr communities most in need.

L THE COMMISSION SHOULD MAINTAIN ITS EXl5TING DEFINITION OF
"BROADBAND SERVICE"

The Commission CIIII'e'Dt1y defines "'basic broadband" to refer to services that have

tnmsmiaaion speeds ofat least 768 kilobitB per second in the filsta'direction (upload or

doWDload).] That continues to be a :reasonable benclmuut fur most common ID.tcrnet uses and

other adv&DCed wireless 8Cl'Vices. At speeds consistent with existina standards. consumers can

quickly and easily access~ view websites, and stream or download oo1ine media. Tha

Commission should first ensure ubiquitous access to the information supedUghway so that all

AmeriC8D8 can enjoy dulse basic Intenw:l featun:s before iucreasing the speed limit.

Milliona ofconsumers have chosc'Jl wireless bmadband services (such as Cricket's

unlimitad broadband offering) over DSL and cable~ which me generally capable of

faster speeds. Many ofdulse sobsc:ribers prefer tM affordability. convenience. and mobility that

ODIy wireless broadband services offer, rather tbm bein& tethucd to a fixed connection at their

bomea or offices. Many buaiDess professionals use wirelesa broadband so that they can stay

coDDCC1ed r:vea whca they travel. Other use.m want the flexibility to check their ~maiJ and vilit

J S.~ ofNatIolIWUk lJroaJbantlData toE~~ awl 7llweIy DtpIoyment ojArJvwrced
SuvIu.J ID AUAmerlcGM. /mp1'rJved JhwdbandSub.Jcrlben1llp Data" awlDneIoJlfffDflofData 1m~1fIJI!ICWJ

"'olc~0".,. ltllmtll Protocol (YoJP) 5Mbrcrlben1llp. Report and Orda' and FurtherNotiI:e afPropolal RuJcmakin&
FCC 08-89. we Doc:bc No. 07·38 (rei. June 12, 20(8) at120 &; D.66.
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their favorite websites at the local coffee shop. And some subscnbers live in areas where DSL

and cable service is simply UDBvailable. Indeed, Cricket subacnbers report that low monthly

price aDd mobility are the two most significant reasons why they chose wireless broadband

service over odler options. Thus, for mauy CODSUDlerB, wireless broadband is better tailored to

meet their everyday busiDess or personal needs than other broadband service offerinp. The

Commission should define~n in its national broadband plan to include existing

wireless broadband services and explicitly recognize that mobility is an important feature of

advaDced commUDicatiODS services. There is DO justification to impose a more rigorous staDdanI

that would exclude wireless services 88 part of the broadband solution, and doing so would only

make the goal ofUDiversal broadbmd access lcsslikely to become a reality.

The foremost objective ofbroadband poliey should be to ensure that aU Americaas have

the opportunity to UBe exciting and innovative featurell and services over broadband that have

been developed through competitive market forces; the goal should not be to foroe broadband

tI:cImology to develop alons a particular path. Wireless broadband speeds wiD COIltiIma

improviq dramatically over the next yean, 88 more advanced technologies (such 88 LTB, UMBf

and WiMax) are deployed. Overly restrictive perfonnance sbmdaIds would likely do more harm

than good by distorting incentives and pranaturely foreclosing imJOvations that could well bring

eDODDOUS benefita to CODSUJDe[S. The Commission should heed ita OWD advice and "not lose

sight of the potential for monmnental shifts in tI:cImologic:al platforms that would nmder

definitions obsolete or indeed harmful to developmems that might otherwise take place in the

marlu=t....

4 B1rKulbtmtl hrqrIJry at , 22.
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Dcmancling faster traDsrnission speeds than those set forth in the Commission's existing

definition of '"basic broadband" woUld also un&irIy favor certain broadband tecImologies (such

as fiber and cable) over others. The Commission sbould not create artificial and unnecessuy

standards that would not only impede the goal ofunivcrsal broadband access, but would also

ftu8trate the Commission's broader goal ofpromoting competition for telecommunications

sc:rvicea.. The wireless iDdustry is already dominated by only a few providc:rs; an cxussive speed

threshold would mab it that much harder for otbar providers to compete.

n. THE COMMISSION MUST PROMOTE AFFORDABD..ITY AND DIGITAL
LITERACY IN ORDER TO ACHIEVE UNIVERSAL BROADBAND ACCESS

The lack ofaffordable broadbaDd services and digital illiteracy are perhaps the two most

Challenging baniers to broadband adoption. ID deDacly populated areas ofthe COUDIl'y. both

fixed and wireless broadband service options are c:urrent1y available, but many consumers--and.

in particular, individuals from disadvantaged and minority communitie&--simply CBDDOt pay the

eum:nt lIteS or satisfY the fiDaDcial criteria to subscribe to those services. Even if those

consumers could affonl it, broadband service is ofDO usc without a computer or other access

device, along with the knowledge and skiDs necessary to operate that device. To overcome these

chaI1engelit the Commission should advance policies and programs that offer both financial and

instructional support to facilitate broadbaad adoption, particuJarly for communities most in need.

A. Aft"onlabDity

A 2008 study by the Pew Intcmet &: Ameriam Life Project confinns that limited income

is ODe of the most importaDt &cton in detcmUDing whetIu:r a household c:mTeDtly subscn'bes to

broadband service.' Here are a few of the key fiDdings from that sCUd)':

, Pew In1a'Dd &: Ameri.c:m life Project, Home lIroadbtzntl.4doptto.. 2008 (July 2008). 1IY8iIab1e It
http://www.~JmJlIdbllllCi_2008.pcI£
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• Evcm though home broadblllld adoption inc:reased fiom 47% to SS% natioowide, the
pcn:calage of low-income American&-tbose whose lIIIIIII&1 household im:omes III'lI

$20,000 or less-woo reported having broadband in the home actually tkcretued from
28% in Man:h 2007 to 2S% in April 2008 (Rflecting an II% decline). This was the only
repcu ted demographic group showing a decline.

• Among those living in houscOOlds with lIIIIIIIlI! incomes in cxccsa ofSI00,000, broadband
adoption grew from 82% to 8S% over the same time frame.

• When respondcnta with diaI-up service were &&ked what would motivate them to switch
to broadbaDd, 3S% DD8Wcred that prices would have to faIL This was by fiIr the most
often cited reason for not subscribing to broadband service. Only 10% IIlSpOIIdcd that
lack ofavailability was the reason for IIlIt subscn"bing.

• There is a significant income 88P between dial-up users lIIId broadband 1IlIerlI: 29% of
dial-up users live in bouscbolda with lIIIIIII&1 incomes below $30,000 complll'lld to 14% of
broadband 1IlIerlI in that income IlIIIge.

Etimic groups al80 repolted significantly lower broadblllld adoption. The share of

African-Americans with broadband in the OOmc TCIIIained !arBdy the same (fiom 40% to 43%,

within die JDlII8in ofenor for the survey). NTlA data sbow an cvcm greater disparity among

income lIIId ethnic groups. According to a report released in ll11111l11y 2008, 64% ofAmerican

householda with an lIIIIIIIlI! income greater than $2S,000 had broadband service in the bomc,

whereas only 31% ofhouscholds with an income less than S2S,OOO used brosdband service at

home.6 Approximately SS% ofCsul.'Bsian respondcnta subscnDcd to broadband, compared to

only about 3S% ofHispanil:s and African-Americans.

Providing greater accessibility to broadband service for low-income fllmilies would lead

to a host ofbcmcfits for those individuala directly affected. As FCC Acting Cbairman Michael

Copps reccndy observed, "people throughout this nation enjoy an IIIIlI)' ofbcncfita derived from

~OD, -I, health CIII'lI, entertainment, and innovation to name a few.'" And

• Nl1A,~Nation: l1I'oadIla1II/ /8 JIJaeri4:a lOOT. appaKIix (Jan. 2008), available 81
btlp:llwww mia doc gov/rcpoltal2OO8lTablc_a.-DoldJulanel2Oll7.pdf.

1 LeUcr fiom FCC ActiDa Chairman Mic:llaol J. Coppa to C<Josrasmcn .Joe IlaIton aad CliffSlI:Im8 (Mar. 3I, 2(09)
("Copps Mar. 31 Let1er'') 812.
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88 ODe Eoooomy CEO Key Ramsey noted, broadband adoption would allow low-income people

to use the service "for findiDgjobs and iDfOl1D8tion on health.... '1'blR are ofcoone other well­

documCIIIIM socia1and economic benefits to Internet use gemnlly, including lower prices for

consumer goods and greater networking capabilities.9 Equally important, however, increased

broadband subscribersbip would provide a signifiCllllt boost to the overall ecooomy. A 2008

study estimated that, with a 7 pen:enl increase in broaclband adoptioD, the U.S. would gain $92

billion in new wages from the 2.4 million jobs creaIed through thi.s broadband growth.10

'1'blR are several COIICJClC steps thai the CommiMion should take 88 part of its "detailed

strategy for acbieviog aftbnlability" ofbroad!umd services for low-income and disadvan1llged

communities.I1

First, in its consultative role, the Commission should lIIlle the NatiODll1

Telecommunications and InfolDUltion Administration ("NTIA") to devote a signifiCllllt portion of

the Broadband Technology Opportunities Program ("STOP") fimda to competitive gnmts thai

will "fiIcilitate access to broaclband service by low-income, unemployed, aged, and otherwise

vulnerable populations," 88 specified in the Rllcovery Acl
l2 Acting Cha;nnan Copps m:ently

acknowledged thai aftbnIability is an important factor thai sIwuId be taken into accoum in

awanlintl STOP gnmts. Specifically, in response to an inquiry from several Congressmen about

how "underserved" should be defined, he stated thai the NTIA and FCC may consider

• CoJmmmiCllliODI Daily, Notebook, Mar. 24 2009.

• .sR,. e.g., AuslBD <JooIllbee IIIId Peter KIeD_. EvIdmt% 08 LeanrbJg IlIOd Networlc EzlemDJUJ"" '" tU DIJfu>/on of
H""", CoIIIJ'IdD2. 45 J. Law IIIId Ecoa. 317 (2002); Fiaaa Scaa MorIDD CIt 01.. Co_ /nj'omItJtkm IlIOd
00_",Doa tUm-Affect tU PrkIIIgofNew Om II> W_1lIOdMIIIoriJI",,? 1 QwmIi1aIi...
Markdintlmd Fammni.. 65 (2003); Jed KDIb, W1Iy SIIw/dGawJrrvamI.o Support BroadbtmdAdoptlo,,? Pubtic
Poticy Jnstitule ofCalif.. Wortiq PIper tI2OO7.01 (2007).

" Sa CO!mected N8IioD, 17Ie Et:oBtRrllt:Imp«t ofSllmvkJJlllgBroadbtmdNaIlonaJly (Feb. 21, 2008), lMliIabl. at
blqrJIwww.COIIJIeClednation.caml_.....mm../Collll.C.··CNIlI1II_F1S_Sludy_&ecutIWI_SIIIIIIIIIIY_02212008.pdf.

11 Recovay Ad 16001(k)(2)(B).

12 14. 1600I(bX3)(B);.ee abo Id. 16001(a)(4).
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"important factors in addition to the number ofprovidars in an IIRlI, such as affordability,

competition, ubiquity ofservice ... , quality ofservice .•.• and how other policies could

improve broadband availability or em:ourage furtbcr deployment in an area.,,11 ADd he stressed

that much work remains ''10 bring these benefits to those AmericallS who remain out ofreach of

these services, whether they IIRl in rural or wban areas, and to those Americans for whom the

services IIRl not adequale or not affordable."I.

Second, the Collllllillsion should subsidize broadband subscriptions and computer

equipment costs tbrongh its Lifeline and Link-Up programs, as the Commiaoion had previOUll1y

considered (but ultimately diefnol adopt) as proposals for reforming the universal service

program." Studies show that such larBeted prognuns IIRl a very effective and efficient way to

increase low-income service adoption.16 Furthmmore, Congress expressly provided thaI one of

the principles on which universal service policies sbouId be based is that "access to advanced

telecommunications and infonnation services should be provided in all regions ofthe nation"

and be available to "low-income consmners.,,17

Third, the Commission should rule that wireless carriers must offer data I'OlIIlIins to other

providers on just, reasonsble, and non-discriminatmy tenna, and without any geographic

" Copps Mar. 31~ 813.

I< Copps Mar. 31~ 812.

1!J Sa HlglH:ost lbrIPonal SovIce SlIppo,,: Fitdend-SIiR JobU Boa7d 011 UIJIMenal SovIce: Life/bw tmdLIM lP:
U_al SovIce ContrlbutfmJM~Ofl)I: NuIrtbm",lIe8011n:e OpIilrrlZllJltm: brtpkmmtlllkm ofl1le LocoJ
CompdUIo1l 1'ravI8fDru /11 tM T.1er:om1IautkaIIru A.ct of1996: Dove/op/1Iga Utr1ftsd br/en;ant.,C_tll:J1I
Rest-: /1Ite1'Ctlrrler CoInpoN_1Ifor /SP-I1mmd TruI/Ic: JP-Enabled SDvIca, CC Doclu:l Nos. 01.92, 99-200,
99-68,96-98, 96-4" we DocIul Nos. 06-122, 05-337,04-36, 03-109, Orda' OIl Remsnd mel Rq>ort lIIId Order and
FUI'lber Natice ofPropooed Ru.1"""!rin& FCC 08-262, App. A"64-91, App. e"~ (rei. NCIY. " 2008).

16 Sa G. Rosoton lIIId B. W"IJIlDIfI', 71Ie "S_" oflbrIPonal S01'vkc, 121DfarmatiOll Ecaoomicolllld Folk:y 261,
264--6, (2000) (caUectiq otudies).

17 47 u.s.e. , 2Sl(bX2), (3).
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restrictions.11 As discussed above (sec pages 2-3, supra), wireless broBcfhand services are

affordable lIDd convenient lIDd already reach many areas where fixed wireless broadband services

are unavailable. In remote areas in particular. mobile wireless technologies are a much more

efficient way to erasure broadband COYeI1I8e tban investment in fixed wireliDe aDd cable

inftastructuR. M AetiDg Chairman Copps observed in the Report on a R1Iral BI'OlIdband

Strvtegy, "wireless broadband service can offer c:ost~ffective connectivity where no broadbaDd

exists., 81 well as complementary or competitive service where it docs...19 A data I'08IIIiq

obligation would promote growth lIDd competition in broadband aDd other enhanced wireless

data services by eDSUring that all wireless broadband subscnbers-includiDg subscriben within

low-iDco:me, disadvantaged, BDd rural communities-bave access to seamless wireless

broadband service.

Former NTIA Director Lany Irving recently estimated that approximately 90% of

Americanbousebolda have accesa to at least one broadband provider.:ZO In tb:c RePort on a Rural

Broadband Strategy. AetiDg Chairman Copps estimated that broadband netwoIb cover 99

peroenl ofthe population.21 Bulless than 60% ofbouseholds DBtionwido---aDd '7% ofurban

residentI----ec subscribe to those services.22 ADd. as noted above, ethnic groups have

subscription rates that are significantly below the DBtioDBl average. The Commission lIDd tb:c

NTIA should certainly promote the construc1ion aDd deploym.ent ofadditioDBl broadband

II Sa Comments afLap W"D'ClCIIInta'lUll:iGDal,Inc.,~ ofliDGmJltg ObUgal/ou ofCottlirten:tDJ
Mobik RDtI10 Servb ProvIden. wr Docket No. OS-265, lit 10 (filed <let. 29. 2007).

It Actina Chairmlm Michael J.c~ /lrtngIIIg /lroadbQnd 10 RfII'tIl.4mmc,,: RtpoI'I 0" " RutalBrotuIbtmd
Strat.,62 (May 22, 20(9). lIYBiJab]oathnp:lllummfoa.fi:c.gov/cdocspliclllttldunascMlOC291012A1.pdt

2lI Larry IrWJg. N WQJ'hIngton Waka LP 10 8rotJd1xmd, AdoptioJI tI1Id AvaIhlbIJItyMtut B.AtItJn.Dal. RoD Call
(MG'. 10,20(9). available IIthap:lIwww.roU.caU.comInewaI3301D-I.html.

11 RtpoI'Io" " JbualBrotulbtmd~ at 12-13.

2Z Sa Im•• n.22; s.abo HorrtlJ BroadbtmdAdopIimI1008 at 2.
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inftastructure to provide coverage for remaining IIDCOven:d households aDd also to fill:ilillItc

effective competition in all areas. At the same time, however, the focus of the bro,dband plan

should be on adoptio1t, particularly with respect to ethnic and disadvantlged CODDnunities thIIt

are on the wrong side ofthe digitlI1 divide.

Digitll1 illitellll:y if clearly a sigaifiClDt factor in explaining our collDtly's poor broadband

adoption rate. Tbe Report 01t a RuralBroadbandStrategy COIIl:Iudcd that one significant factor

contributing to low consumer demmd for broadband services if the "lack of traiDing and

knowledge regarding the benefits ofInternet access," and broadband lICCe88 in particuIar.23

Recent studies suggest that programs to improve digitll1litellll:y lead to higher brosdband

adoption I'IItes, both at the local and national level24 For instance, an indepcmdent evaluation of

participants in digitll1litellll:y training from One Economy showed that, COIIIplII'lld to the national

average, those individuals with training were:

• using the Internet at rates higher than other low-income Americans;

• lII:CessiDg the Intemct through broadband technologies at rates higber than other low­
income Internet users;

• improving job pe1fwiIIlU1ce, bIlaIth outcomes, and community connections through
Intemd UIe at rates higher than other low-income Internet users; and

• engagiJII in specific online activiti~h 88 enrolling in web-based coune&-that can
lead to positive IlOCiaI and economil: outcomes at rates higher than other 10w-iDcome
Intemct users?' .

leIp's =eDt pilot program with One Economy confinns that basic instruction and

financial support if essential to promote broadband adoption and can have fiIr-rescbing benefits

" RqxJtt Oft 0 RJuuI B1f1OIIbond Slrotegy 814'.

,. s..., "g., Infmmati... Teclmu1"lD' &: InDCMIlimt FOUIId8Iion, &p/IJ/IrbIghrleT7IOIioIuIJB1f1OIIbond LBod.,./rJp
(May 01, 2008), 1VIIiIab1. 81 hUp:llwwwltif.ml/lilcs'l!xpfaini"llBBLeIIdcrsbip.pd£

" S. CadIlr for TecImcJIosy in I-..iD& o..e Economy Dlgfkz/C_: ~""",gU- fOr Low-llICOWW
.4JMrlctw 111 s....101. olldMImftJ (2006), awilable 81 htlp:Ilwww.OIIHlCOIIomy...,..".sitelllBlllfilea'SIU-Digital­
CoaummiIia-Miemi-8J.EVI1-~.pdC.
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for peoplets lives. Cricket recently pBJtDered with One EcoDOmy provide 100 low-income

tiu:Dil.ies in Portland, Oregon with computers.mod~ aDd free Cricket wireless broadband

service for two yan. This pilot prognun has been tremendously successfuJt DOt only in

promoting broadband access but also in improvins the everyday lives ofthose participating in

the program. For eumplCt one participant reported that he enrolled in an 0DIine English course;

another said sbCJ started iDteractins with prospective employen by email; aDd a 13-year-old girl

stated that she was able to learn more online about bar chronic kidney disease.

Cricket hopes to expand this program to reach many more households across the nation

that could also benefit &om broadband service, 8Dd it strongly urges the Commissiou to actively

promote digitallJiteracy programs through ita national broadband plan.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons explained above. Cricket UlJes the Commission to:

(I) maintain ita exiJring standards for transmission speed when defiDina what

"broadband" meaDS in the contextof its national broadband Plan. so that existing wireless

broadbaml services can be part ofthe solution inbuildins a real nationwide broadband network

that is BVBiIabIc to all Americans; aDd

(2) advam:e policiea aDd programs that offerboth fiDaDcialaDd iDstructional support to

facilitate broadbaDd IIC<:CS8t particularly for communities most in need. Low-iacome.f.amilies

and etImic COIDDIIJDities should not be left stnmded on the wrong side of the digital divide.

10
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Respectfully submitted,

lsi
Robert J. Irving, Jr.
Senior Vice PraidCld and Geneml Co1lllS01
Cricket Commullicatioqs, IDe.
10307 Pacific Center Court
San Diego, CA 92121
(8S8)882~

II

James R Barker
Barty J. Blamcn
LA1lIAM &. WAlXINS LLP
SSS E1evcnlh Street, NW
WashiDgton, DC 2004-1304
(202) 637-2200

COII1I8el for Cricket ComnamicatlollS. Inc.
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A Natiooal BroBdband Plan for Our JlutIR

InIematiooal Comparison and Survey
Requirements in the Broadband Data
Improvement Act
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)
)
)
)

InquiJy ConcemiD& the Deployment of )
AdvllllCed Telec:ommuuicatioDS Capability to )
All AmerU:BDS ina Reasonable and Timely )
FasbieD, and Possible Steps to Accelerate Such )
Deployment Punuant to Section 706 ofthe )
Telec:ommuuieations Act of 1996, as Amended )
by the 8roadbIIIId Data Improvement Act )

Federal communications commission
Office of the Secretary

ON Docket No. 09-47

ON Docket No. 09-51

ON Docket No. 09·137

COMMENTS OF CRICKET COMMUNICATIONS, INC. - NBP NOTICE # 19

Cricket Communications, Inc. (''Cricket''), a wooDy owned subsidiary ofLeap Wirdesa

Intenlatiooal, Inc., bereby responds to the Commission's public notice seeking comment on the

potential use ofuniversal service fimd ("USF') to promote broadband deployment and adoption

pursuant to the Natiooal Broaclbend Plan.1 As a provider ofdigital wireless voice and broadband

services focused on 1II1dencrved customer segments, Cricket IIIIdentanda the Challenge facing

the Commission to U ensure !bat all people ofthe UniII:d Slates have acc:esa to broadhand

capacity."z Indeed, aftbnIability is among the grealest barriers to the universal adoption of

broadband.3 Accordingly, Cricket supports adoption ofa l&igeted program to suhsidize

I eo...n...t Sm<g/IJ 011 1M JIDle ofU--..Senke FIItfd Il1fdr_erO,mpe1Uodoll III 1MNodo1JQI .
/hoaJlbQnd PlIDl, PuhIic Noli.... GN Dockd Nos. 09-47, 09-51, 09-137 (rei. Nov. 13,20(9) ("Public Nolice").

'Amori_ Recovery IIIldReiDwstmall Act of2009, Pub. L. No. 111-5,123 SlII. 115 (2009) ("hcovay Act"),
• 6OO1(kX2).

I s.. e.g.. CommadII ofCric:bt CommlmiCllions, Inc. Docbt No. 09-51 at 2, 4-8 (filed JIIM 8, 20(9) ("Cricbl
Broodband Commado").
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consumer broadband ccislS. In establishing such a progiam, the Commission should encourage

the deployment of increaaiDg\y robust broadblmd capabilities, but it should take care to avoid

creatiDg artificial bmriers to the roll-out ofwirelesa services such as requiriDg heightened speeds.

Because dJc cummt speed thnlsbold that defines "broadband" is sufficient to satisfy the
_".-k ~

broadband needs ofmost COD8Ulllen, CODditioning USF support on a provider's saIisliIction of

heighten"" speed-related obligations could preclude wireless provider participation, which would

only delay the expansion ofbroadband networks and thereby undermine a core purpose of the

National Broadband Plan.

L THE COMMISSION SHOULD VTILlZJ!: UNIVERSAL SERVICE SUPPORT TO
PROMOTE MORE WIDESPREAD ADOFI10N Oll' AFFORDABLE
BROADBAND SERVICES

AffonIability ofservice represents 0IIll ofthe most significaut bmriers to broadband

adoption. Many consumers, even when provided with access to OOl1tip\e broadband tedmologies

and service providers, simply cannot atfuni to purchase high-speed Internet access. A 2009

study by dJc Pew Internet & Amaican Life Project confums that cost is ODe ofdJc most

important !acton in detamining whether a COD8UIIIeJ' will subscribe to broadband service.4

Nearly one-third ofall users with dia1-up home Internet access cite price as dJc main reason for

not switching to broadband' Likewise, cost ofservice is one ofthe most common COIICCI'IIS

IDIIOII8 iDdividuaIs with no home Intemet service ofany kind.6 The specter ofaffonIability is

further reflected in the household income gap that exists among broadband users: 88 percent of

• S« Pew IDtcmcl8c AmcriCID life Proj.... Hom. BrrNIdbtmdAdDp/Imt 1009(JuDe 2(09), awiIIbloli
bttp:lIwww.powiDlcmet.oqV-ImediaIlFiloo/Roportll2OO9/Homo-Broadbaa6-Adoptim-2009.pd£

'ld.1I7.

'ld.1I8.
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homes with household iDI:ome grealCr thaD 5I00,000 subscribe to broadband service, VemJB omy

35 pe1'I1CDt ofhomes with hou8ebold income less thaD 520,000.7

Cricket acconIingly commlllldll the Commission for giving slroJII COllSideratiOD to the

role that USF support may play in promoting broadband deployment BDd adoption. In particular,

the Commission should focus on expanding iIB Lifeline BDd Link-Up prognllllS to cover

broadband services. TndCC'd, targeted subsidies offer one of the more promising IIIC8II8 of

bolstering the adoption of services by low-income iDdividuals BDd bridging the digical divide.·

Moreover, such an approach would help fulfill Congress's directive that Iow-iDcome COII8UIDCI'II

should have access to higb-quality le1ecomJllJ!llications aJUl infoJmation services at affordable

rates.9

With ilB COIIIIIIitment to offerina communications services at affordable rates to

lllldenerved communities that have beIlII igDDred or neglected by otherproviders, Cricket is

well-positioned to reach those COII8UIDCI'II who will benefit the most limn a fedcral subsidy

program for broadband. Cricket serves approximately 4.7 million cuslomlllll in 34 states and the

District ofColumbia,10 offerina flat-rate wireless voice and broadband services without typical

impedimenlB sw:h as credit check., long-term commitments, or early termination fees. Cricket's

UD1imitecl voil:e plans are available for as liU1e as 530 per month, and uD1imillld broadband

servil:e starts at 53S per moDth. Approximately 80 pe1'I1CDt ofCricket's e:ustomen have annual

household iDcome ofless thaD 550,000, and approximately SS pe1'I1CDt have annual iDI:omesless

, /d. 11 14.

• SUO. RoaIoD IIldB. W"UIIIIUlr, 77re "S1lmJ" ofC/ldwrnQlSerYlce, 121nfmmB1i... F«r1mni....d Policy 261,
264-63 (2000) (collectinllllndies).

'47 U.S.C. §I 254(bXI),(bX3).

'0 As ofSeptemIlCl' 29, 2009, CricItd 0WMd wiIeI... U"""""".....",;q ......... ofopproximatoIy I79A miIIi...
POPS (adjUllod 10 e1imin"", duplic:alioD &am CMIIappiDa 1il:caIes). Form IO-Q 1139 (Sept. 30, 2009). The
combined Ddwor!< fooIpriDl in Cric:bt'. opcnIiD. msrbIs co.... sppIIIJlimsIely 91.1 miIIicm POPs. /d.
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!banS30,~inboth C8lIC8 fiIr above the indus1Jy average. The scope and availability of

Cricket's service offerinp wiIllXlldinue to grow 88 Crickllt's CClIIIIIICIcial pmICIICCl expands in a

msnner CODSisteDt with its Successful past-by buildiDg networks with the coverage IIDd deDsity

to support unlimited service in areas populated by YOIlllllIIDd etImically divene individuals with

relatively low incomes.

0. TIlE COMMISSION SHOULD Nor REQUIRE PROVIDERS TO OFFER
TRANSMISSION SPEEDS GREATER THAN THOSE NOW CONSTITUTING
BROAJl)BAND AS A CONDmON TO RECEIVING USF SUPPORT

Wbile the Commission should UDdertake universal service reform to accommodate the

nation's broadband needs, it sbouId not condition the receipt ofUSF support on a provider's

ability to offer services with transmission speeds gn:ater thsn those that are now defined 88

broadband Rather, USF support in the broaeJbend IXlntext should be based on the Commission's

decision to define "broadband" 88 services baviDg a speed ofat least 768 kilobits JMlI' second

(kbps) in the fiIster direction (upload or down1oad).11 This transmission speed continues to be

llIIfficiem for the IJIllst IXlIDlDDD Iutemet uses, such 88 sendins and receiviDg email, viewins

website&, IICM8sjng government services, shopping and banking online, and downloading or

streaming online IIIlldia. Moreover, 88 Cricket bas noted previously, the real baJrier to

broadband service is access, not speaI,12 and the Commission therefore should focus on

measures to eJI8IR the universslavailability IIDd adoption ofbmadband service before

COII8iderins heightened speed-related standards. In fiIct, ifoffering speeds gn:ater thsn 768 Imps

were a pxmeqaiaite to receiviDg USF support, wireless providen could be disqualified and, 88 a

result, COIIBUIIIllI'lI most in need ofassistance would be deprived ofbeneficial offerinp.

II See 1JcwIDp_ ofNtJdmrwIde BroadbmtdDtlIa to EwJlriau~ tIIId 1ime1yINp~ of.4dvan«d
Servka to AUA.merlcatu.1JrrpnJwdBroadbmtd Sub!cTIben/lip Dam. tIIId DeveJOJ1IM1Il ofDtzkl Oft 11IJDr:DlfMCtetl
..oIcIr ewer1_Protocol (J'oIP) SWrcrlben/llp, RepaIt BDd 0nI« BDd Furduir Noli... ofPlOposed Rulmneki!J&
23 FCC 9691 , 20 " n.66 (rei. JIIDll 12, 2008).

" CrIcbt iIroodbmId CommalII8I1.
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A CODdition requiring tnmsmissioil speeds beyond "broadband" a1so would igDDre the

reality that OOIlS1lDlmll do not always plBce the lPeatest value on speed. MilliODB ofCOIlBUJllel'a

have choseu wireless broadband service (BUCh 8B Cricket's wilimited Oat-rate broadband

offerings) over wire\ine alternatives that offer faster Imnsmi""ion speeds. Residentisl and

buBineBs consumen alike value the affordability, oonvenience, and mobility associated with

wireless broadband service. In filet, Cricket IIIIbBcriberB report thai price and mobUIly are the two

most significant faclonl in choosing ita wireless broadband service over other optionB. ThiB

consideration likely explBinB why DIllIrly SO percent ofCricket's wireless broadband custolDl:Ill

have not previously purchased Internet 1ICCeBB. Cricket is their first Internet service provider.

Finally, any condition that ties USF support to heisJrte:nM broadband speeds would

undermine Commission policy by distorting competition and frustrating the lDlIIbt-driven

growth ofnew wireless technologies. The Commission Bdopted its competitive neutmlity

principle to ensure thai USF rules "neither unfairly advantllge nor disBdvlll1lllge ODll provider

over snother, and neitherunfairly advlllltllge nor disadvantBge one technology over sno1her.',13

That principle "ensure[s] that ... no eDlity receives an un1iIir competitive advantBge that may

skew !be marla:1place or inhibit competition by limitina the availBble quantity of services or

restricting !be entry ofpoteDlial service providerB."14 Yet a condition that imposes increBsed

rnininn1m speed 1hn:Bhoids would have just such an effect, 8B it could preclude wireless

providers like Cricket Iiom participating or at least curtail1heir involvement Nor would BUCh an

artificial oonstraint serve any legitimate pwpose, given conswnerB' bmsdband UBa8e pattemB.

"Feden1J-StauJoIIFlBoardoll UrrMntll ServIce, RqutIllldOnla', IHce R.cd 8776 ft 46-51 (1997)("1997
USF.TI tIlId 0rdeT").

14 It/. 148. Likewi8e, COIIlpCliti... DCUlnI1ily in the B<!mjniotraliOll oftbe USF is intaJded to "fostao the cIeWlIOJIID"IlI
ofwmpetitiOllIllld bmatiI cer1IiD providon, includin& wird..... ceble, IIIId sma11 buCn I. tIurI may have I-.
llllduded from ponIcipetiOll in 1llliwna1 service medllmillDl if[the C<muniosiOll) had iDterpreted 1llliwna1 service
eligibility criteria so .. to fiMJr ponIouIar teclmologies." It/. 149.
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The Commission would best~e COIISUIIIel'S by eosuring that USF support is available to

proviclen employing a wide l'BIIge of~Iogiesand offering various capabilities, provided

\bey meet the "basic broadband" criteria that have already been es1IIblisbed.

CONCLUSION

For the fotcgoiq reasons, Cricket encourages the Commiwon to rely on USF support to

advaIIce the goals undertying the National Broadband PI8n. However, the Commillsion should

not coDdition the receipt ofUSF support on a provider's ability to offer services with

tmwnission speeds in excess of those that IlOW constitute"broadband."

Respectfully SlIbmitllld,

lsi James H. Barker
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